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Response to Arguments 



1 . Applicant's arguments filed 12/10/2003 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., "authorization for access is outside of the environment or associated rules") are not 
recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In response to applicant's argument that Schneck does not disclose, suggest, or 
even require that a user action between a first application and a second application be 
intercepted, wherein the second application creates the digital object. Examiner 
respectfully disagrees because Schneck does disclose, suggest, or require this feature. 
For example, Schneck discloses a user action (payment 110) between a first application 
(Netscape Navigator) and a second application (for example, distributor, producer, 
publisher, etc.,) is intercepted (at authoring mechanism 112) (col. 12 lines 4-9 and col. 
22 lines 16-53). 

As a result, the cited prior arts do disclose a system and method for intercepting 
a communication between two applications in a computer environment, as broadly 
claimed by the applicants. Applicants clearly have still failed to identify specific claim 
limitations that would define a clearly patentable distinction over prior arts. 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that, 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1 ), (2), and (4) of section 371 (c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
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Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 
2. Claims 1-12, 14, 15 and 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Schneck et al (Schneck) (US 6,314,409 B2). 

Regarding claim 1 , Schneck discloses a method of intercepting a data 
communication between two applications in a computer environment (e.g., see fig. 15), 
the method comprising intercepting a user action (payment 110) between a first 
application (e.g., producer, supplier, distributor, publisher, etc.,) and a second 
application (e.g., user, client, subscriber, access mechanism) without changing a 
functionality of the first application and second application (e.g., see col. 12 lines col. 30 
lines 25-43); and providing a digital object created by the second application (packaged 
data 108b) (e.g., see col. 28 lines 14-18); providing a control object capable of specifying 
an action on the digital object depending on the intercepted user action (e.g., see fig. 16 
col. 15 lines 31-40); and performing the action specified by the control object on the 
digital object (e.g., see col. 30 lines 42-60 and col. 32 lines 43-53). 

Regarding claim 2, Schneck discloses the first and second applications 
communicate via a predetermined communication channel (e.g., see fig. 15 col. 16 lines 
60-61). 

Regarding claim 3, Schneck discloses re-directing the user action to a third 
application (e.g., see col. 9 lines 59-67). 

Regarding claim 4, Schneck discloses monitoring user action (e.g., see col. 17 
line 65-col. 18 line 3). 
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Regarding claim 5, Schneck discloses auditing user actions taken on a digital 
object by recording the type and frequency of the user actions (e.g., see col. 31 lines 1- 

9). 

Regarding claim 7, Schneck discloses augmenting information to the user action 
(e.g., see col. 39 lines 31-32). 

Regarding claim 8, Schneck teaches authorizing user access and use of the 
digital object (e.g., see col. 6 lines 63-64). 

Regarding claim 9, Schneck teaches authorizing user access and use of the 
application (e.g., see col. 6 lines 63-64). 

Regarding claim 10, Schneck discloses activating purchase requirements for 
user access and use of the digital object (e.g., see col. 30 lines 42-55 and col. 36 lines 
37-41). 

Regarding claims 11-12, Schneck discloses activating purchase requirements for 
user access and use of the second application (e.g., see col. 30 lines 42-55 and col. 36 
lines 37-41). 

Regarding claim 14, Schneck discloses rendering audible or feedback to user 
actions implemented on the digital object or the second application (e.g., see col. 25 
lines 20-44). 

Regarding claim 15, Schneck discloses archiving a history of the user actions 
implemented on the digital object or the second application (e.g., see col. 30 lines 3-7 
and col. 31 lines 1-9). 
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Regarding claim 19, Schneck teaches a method of embedding a control object 
into a host application as an interface to determine control rights of a digital object (e.g., 
see abstract), the method comprising providing a digital object created by a document 
server application in communication with the hosting application (e.g., see col. 9 lines 9 
lines 59-64); providing a control object to open the digital object and to read control 
rights associated with the digital object (e.g., see col. 10 lines 1-5); intercepting a user 
action (payment) between the hosting application (e.g., Netscape Navigator) and the 
document server application (e.g., producer, distributor, publisher) by an intercept 
application (e.g., see fig. 15 see col. 22 lines 16-53 and col. 30 lines 25-43) ; monitoring 
the user action intercepted by the intercept application (e.g., see col. 17 line 45-col. 18 
line 3); and authorizing a user to implement an action on the digital object depending on 
the intercepted user action and according to the control rights (e.g., see col. 24 lines 52- 
65 and col. 39 line 47-col. 40 line 4). 

Regarding claim 20, Schneck teaches the hosting application comprises an 
Internet browser application (e.g., see col. 22 lines 32-53). 

Regarding claim 21 , Scheck teaches a system of embedding a control object into 
a hosting application as an interface to determine the control rights of a digital object 
and to monitor user actions (e.g., see abstract); the system comprising a control object 
which monitors a plurality of user actions (e.g., see col. 17 line 45-col. 18 line 3 and col. 
24 lines 52-65); hosting application which activates the control object to open a digital 
object and to read control rights associated with the digital object (e.g., see col. 10 lines 
1-5); a document server application associated with creation of the digital object (e.g., 
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see col. 9 lines 9 lines 59-64); and an intercept application which intercepts the user 
actions (payment) between the hosting application (e.g., Netscape Navigator) and the 
document server application (e.g., producer, distributor, publisher) (e.g., see fig. 15 col. 
22 lines 16-53 and col. 30 lines 25-43). 

Regarding claim 31 , Schneck teaches an edit on the digital object (e.g., see col. 
33 line 50-col. 34 line 8). 

Regarding claim 32, Schneck teaches an edit on the digital object (e.g., see col. 
33 line 50-col. 34 line 8). 

Regarding claim 33, Schneck teaches an edit on the digital object (e.g., see col. 
33 line 50-col. 34 line 8). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schneck 
in view of Rosborough et al (Rosborough) (US 6,493,754 B1 ). 

Regarding claim 6, Schneck does not teach monitoring action as claimed. 
However, Rosborough teaches monitoring comprises computing efficiency of the first 
application or the second application for performance certain user actions (see col. 4 
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lines 48-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combined monitoring action in Schneck as taught by 
Rosborought because such monitoring action enables the system to measure the 
response time for transaction or application and statistical analysis can be performed on 
the response times to facilitate analysis of network devices and network performance. 
This is useful performance monitoring, billing and monitoring of service level agreement 
compliance (Rosborough, e.g., see col. 4 lines 61-63). 

4. Claims 13 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schneck in view of Ramstrom (US 5,960,004). 

Regarding claims 13 and 16, Schneck does not teach helping program as 
claimed. However, Ramstrom teaches executing help program on specific application 
communications (see col. 1 1 lines 32-42). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
have used the help program in Schneck as taught by Ramstrom because it would assist 
users in making efficient use of the facilities which are available. 

5. Claims 17, 18, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Schneck in view of Knapton, III (Knapton) (US 6,363,486 B1). 

Regarding claims 17 and 22, Scheck teaches providing an intercept application 
which intercept user an editing user actions (payment) sent from the hosting application 
(Netscape Navigator) to a host application (e.g., owner, publisher, distributor, etc.,) 
(e.g., see fig. 15 col. 22 lines 16-53 and col. 30 lines 25-43); providing an external 
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control agent which monitor the user actions intercepted by the intercept application 
(e.g., see col. 17 line 65-col. 18 line 3 and col. 24 lines 52-65); activating the external 
control agent to open the digital object and to read the rules that are associated with the 
digital object (e.g., see col. 20 line 49-col. 21 line 19); sending user action from intercept 
application to the external control agent whereby the user action is monitored by the 
external control agent (e.g., see co. 17 line 45-col. 18 lines 3 , col. 18 lines 14-17 and 
col. 24 lines 52); opening the digital object by using the intercept application (e.g., see 
col. 20 line 49-col. 21 Iines19); performing the user action on the digital object according 
to the rules of usage (e.g., see col. 15 lines 31-35). Schneck does not explicitly teach 
registering the application with an operating system. However, Knapton teaches 
registering the application with an operating system (see col. 1 lines 23-42 and cols. 3-4 
lines 59-1 ). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine an application registration with an 
operation system in Schneck as taught by Knapton because such an application 
registration would enables the operating system to store only authorized components in 
the registry. This eliminates unauthorized use of a developer's software (Knapton, e.g., 
see col.2 lines 15-16). 

Regarding claims 18 and 23, Schneck discloses the hosting application 
comprises an Internet browser application (e.g., see col. 33 lines 17-29). 
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6, Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Oanh L. Duong whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
0295. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday, 8:00AM - 5:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain T. Alam can be reached on (703) 308-6662. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 



3900. 
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February 23, 2004 



FRANTZB. JEAN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



